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for their work and support for this pro-
gram.

COLONEL ROBERT MORGAN

Mrs. DOLE. Mr. President, I would
like to reflect for a moment and ex-
plain why we should take a moment to
honor Colonel Robert Morgan, a man of
distinguished valor. Not only was he
part of our Greatest Generation, he was
a true hero, aptly defined as one who
inspires through manners and actions,
who leads through personal example
and accomplishments requiring brav-
ery, skill, and determination. As com-
mander of the famed Memphis Belle
during World War II, and at a time
when German anti-aircraft fire brought
down 8 in 10 bombers, Colonel Morgan
repeatedly risked everything for his
country. In this extremely dangerous
environment he piloted the first heavy
bomber to complete 25 combat mis-
sions in the European Theater, an un-
precedented achievement and the
magic number to be sent home. Colonel
Morgan’s exceptional courage did not
end in the European Theater. He con-
tinued his valiant service to his coun-
try in the Pacific Theater and again
made history when his B-29 named
“Dauntless Dotty’’ was chosen to lead
the first B-29 raid on Tokyo. A native
of Asheville, North Carolina, Colonel
Morgan represented the American Spir-
it—courage in the face of seemingly in-
surmountable odds.

————
BUSH IRAQ POLICY

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
seen the television reports and the
newspaper articles, and I have spoken
with people who recently returned
from Iraq. I have seen the escalating
violence and the chaos that has en-
gulfed parts of that country.

And 1like all Americans I have
watched the death toll of our young
men and women in uniform pass 1000. It
is now more than 1050, with many thou-
sands more who have been grievously
wounded.

Yet to hear the President and Vice
President talk, one would think that
everything is going well. The President
uses words like ‘‘freedom is winning”’
and ‘‘we’re making steady progress.”’

There is no question that all of us
here wish that were true, but unfortu-
nately the rosy picture that the Presi-
dent paints on the campaign trail is
misleading and wildly off base.

Even worse, the President’s state-
ments are contradicted by knowledge-
able officials in his Administration, by
leading Republicans in the Senate, and
by a growing number of national secu-
rity experts within his own administra-
tion.

Here are a few examples: Secretary of
State Powell said that the situation in
Iraq 1is ‘‘getting worse.”” General
Abizaid, the top U.S. military com-
mander in Iraq, said ‘‘[w]e’re going to
have to fight our way all the way
through elections,”” he said, ‘‘and
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there’ll be a lot of violence between
now and then.” Senator Hagel said
“The fact is, we’re in trouble. We're in
deep trouble in Iraq.” And, according
to a recent article in the Washington
Post, a lengthening list of career mili-
tary, intelligence and State Depart-
ment officials believe that Iraq is a
mess and things are getting even
worse, raising the specter of civil war.

Faced with mounting evidence that
things are going from bad to worse in
Iraq, what does the President do?

First, he attacks the messenger of
the bad news by calling the National
Intelligence Estimate ‘‘just guessing.”
Next, he ignores the problem by repeat-
ing the same old platitudes and wildly-
optimistic rhetoric. Then he and his
political allies accuse those who dare
to disagree of giving aid and comfort to
the terrorists. When all else fails, the
President engages in a time-honored
tradition here in Washington: He
changes the subject and deflects atten-
tion.

This President and Vice-President
are masters at changing the subject.
They have attacked John Kerry’s dis-
tinguished military record, even
though neither of them saw combat
and many others in the administration
used family connections or deferments
to avoid military service altogether. In
fact, when asked about serving in Viet-
nam Vice President CHENEY said that
he ““had other priorities in the military
service.”

Imagine what the President’s cam-
paign would be saying if JOHN KERRY
had said that.

Why do the President and Vice-Presi-
dent constantly change the subject
when asked to explain why things are
going so badly in Iraq? The answer is
simple. They have been consistently
wrong about Iraq, and the results speak
for themselves.

The President was wrong about weap-
ons of mass destruction, which cut
short the U.N. weapons inspections and
got us into Iraq in the first place. The
Duelfer report found that Iraq got rid
of its weapons of mass destruction
more than a decade ago, that Saddam
Hussein did not have the means to de-
velop a nuclear weapon, and that the
U.N. inspections were working. Yet the
White House insists that this dev-
astating report by its own export some-
how supports the President’s decision
to go to war.

The Vice President was wrong about
our being greeted as liberators. Think
about that statement, and compare it
to the daily—actually, hourly—attacks
against our troops in Iraq today.

The President was wrong about ‘“‘mis-
sion accomplished.” More than 900
Americans have died since that famous
photo op on the aircraft carrier.

The President was not only wrong,
but it is hard to imagine what he was
thinking, when he told the insurgents
in Iraq to ‘‘bring it on.”

The President was wrong about Iraqi
oil revenues paying for the reconstruc-
tion. It is American taxpayers who are
paying most of the costs.
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And the President acts as if every-
thing is on track for Iraqi elections in
January even as the insurgency grows
steadily worse and Secretary Rumsfeld
is talking about holding elections in
only parts of the country.

Despite being consistently wrong, the
President’s strategy stays the same—
put the best face on it, insist that ev-
erything is going according to plan
even though there is no plan, and at-
tack the patriotism of anyone who
dares to question or to criticize.

They have tried to keep the media
from publishing photographs of the
planeloads of flag-draped coffins of
Americans who have died in Iraq.

They rarely even mention the casual-
ties—American or Iraqi—since that, of
course, would mean having to acknowl-
edge the terrible price that is being
paid day after day.

They treated the Abu Ghraib prison
scandal as an aberration—the work of a
few rogue recruits.

They have done their best to hide the
policies to subvert the law that were
approved at the highest levels of gov-
ernment, and the fact that Abu Ghraib
was only one of several locations where
foreign prisoners were humiliated, tor-
tured, denied the most basic human
rights, and even murdered.

They shut down distribution of a key
security report, issued daily by a U.S.
contractor—which U.S. personnel in
Iraq have relied on for their own safe-
ty—because the news of escalating vio-
lence in these reports did not square
with the spin being put out by the Pen-
tagon and the White House.

Just as the President ignored those
who predicted the widening anti-Amer-
ican insurgency, he has sugar-coated
the rebuilding of Iraq.

A year ago, he asked the Congress to
appropriate $19 billion immediately, in
fact so immediately that he resisted
every amendment designed to ensure
the aid dollars would be well spent.

The President opposed my amend-
ment to put Secretary Powell in charge
of the reconstruction in Iraq, causing
the Department of Defense to run the
biggest nation-building venture since
the Marshall Plan. And they bungled it
miserably.

The President opposed an amend-
ment that would have at least required
that the aid be paid for out of the
President’s tax cuts for the wealthiest
Americans—not left for our children
and grandchildren.

The President opposed an amend-
ment that would have created tough
criminal penalties for war profiteering
in Iraq.

The President refused to consider
any alternative approaches. His atti-
tude was ‘“‘my way or the highway.”
And look at what a mess it has gotten
us into. It has been nearly a year since
the Iraq supplemental was signed into
law, and only $1 billion of the $19 bil-
lion has been spent.

Of those funds, it is estimated that
only 27 cents of every dollar has gone
to benefit the Iraqi people. The rest has
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ended up in the pockets of high-priced
contractors and consultants, and to
pay for insurance and security and
other overhead costs.

There are serious consequences re-
sulting from this administration’s han-
dling of the chaos in Iraqg. One, which
all Senators are increasingly hearing
about from our constituents, is the
possibility of a return to the draft. If
Iraq continues on its downward spiral,
there is growing concern that it may
be necessary at some point to reinstate
military conscription. I oppose return-
ing to a military draft, I do not believe
it is necessary, and I believe it would
lessen our military effectiveness.

Yet the President needs to acknowl-
edge to the American people that our
entire military forces, including the
active Army, the Reserves, and the Na-
tional Guard, are stretched very thin
right now because of the choices the
President has made. The military is
finding it difficult to get new recruits
and has resorted to a backdoor draft,
forcing personnel to remain in the
service through so-called stop-loss or-
ders.

The Pentagon at some point might
decide that the only way to find new
recruits—unless we pursue more sen-
sible policies—would be through a
draft. I sincerely hope not. This is only
one of the many examples of the life-
and-death choices that the Nation
faces in prudently allocating our re-
sources to combat terrorism.

A lot has been said about President
Bush’s consistency. His campaign ad-
vertisements boast that he is a strong
leader because he ‘says what he means
and he does what he says.’

What good is consistency when it
means sending 140,000 Americans into a
guerrilla war in a foreign land fueled
by religious and ethnic hatred, without
justification?

What good is consistency when it
means spending upwards of $200 billion
on a policy that has not made us any
safer, and that has turned Iraq into a
haven for terrorists eager to kill Amer-
icans who they see as foreign invaders
out to destroy Islam itself?

What good is consistency when it
squanders the good will that we need to
effectively fight terrorism, to build a
real coalition so the United States is
not paying 90 percent of the cost and
suffering 90 percent of the casualties?

What good is consistency, when all it
really amounts to is hollow rhetoric
that bears no relationship to the facts?

The President and Vice-President
have been consistent alright—consist-
ently wrong. There is no value in that.

The President and Vice President
constantly assert that we need to ‘stay
the course.” My answer to that is that
if you are captain of the ship and you
are heading for an iceberg, you change
course. You want to get to the same
destination, but you do not want to
plow into the iceberg to get there.

It is this President’s rigid adherence
to a misguided ideology that has got-
ten us into deep, deep trouble in Iraq.
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The American people deserve better.
They deserve competence and they de-
serve honesty. They deserve leaders
who know the difference between a po-
litical decision, and the right decision.

———

AEROSPACE MANUFACTURING

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about a troubling dis-
pute between two great partners in
trade. Boeing Commercial Airplances,
a pioneer and mainstay in American
aerospace manufacturing since 1917, is
being injured by subsidies that Euro-
pean governments are providing to its
main competitor, Airbus.

More than 30 years ago, Airbus was
created by the governments of Ger-
many, France, the United Kingdom,
and Spain with the goal of building a
competitive airplane manufacturer for
the European Continent. To help en-
courage growth by their new company,
these governments began giving Airbus
large amounts of money with very lib-
eral terms. These subsidies included in-
frastructure loans, loss coverage, debt
forgiveness, money for research and de-
velopment, equity infusion, and launch
aid.

These subsidies have allowed Airbus
to develop and market a full range of
aircraft without incurring full com-
mercial risk. The launch aid assistance
alone, which is essentially no-fault bor-
rowing, has amounted to over $15 bil-
lion and allowed Airbus to undercut
the marketplace with lower prices. In
fact, if Airbus had borrowed this
money at standard commercial rates,
it is estimated that they would have to
incur an additional $35 billion on their
books today.

While subsidies of this sort might be
acceptable for a company in its in-
fancy, Airbus has long since grown into
a robust and mature competitor. Air-
bus today competes in every single air-
plane market over 100 seats and is now
jointly owned by the European Aero-
nautic Defense and Space—EADS—

Company and BAE Systems, the
world’s second- and fourth-largest
aerospace companies  respectively.

Combined, these two defense compa-
nies are actually larger than Boeing. In
fact, last year, for the first time, Air-
bus surpassed Boeing in annual aircraft
deliveries. Yet, they continue to re-
ceive large government subsidies.

As much as these subsidies have
helped Airbus, they have harmed Boe-
ing. Boeing’s global market share,
based on deliveries, fell from nearly 67
percent in 1999 to 48 percent in 2003. In
the past 5 years, Boeing Commercial
Airplanes has reduced employment
from 115,880 to 54,880—that is 61,000
workers who have lost some of the
highest quality and highest paying
manufacturing jobs in the Nation. The
aerospace industry is one of the most
competitive sectors of our economy,
and it is the single largest positive con-
tributor to the U.S. manufacturing
trade balance.

The facts are simple. Airbus is a ma-
ture company with a full family of
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airplances that can no longer justify
these subsidies, and the obvious dam-
age to Boeing must be addressed and
resolved.

PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES
OVERSIGHT BOARD

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the 9/11
Commission recognized that one of the
biggest challenges we face in fighting
the war on terrorism is protecting civil
liberties. The Commission said, ‘“While
protecting our homeland, Americans
should be mindful of threats to vital
personal and civil liberties. This bal-
ancing is no easy task, but we must
constantly strive to keep it right.”

To help keep this balance right, the
Commission wisely recommended the
creation of a board to ensure that the
Government does not violate privacy
or civil liberties. Following this rec-
ommendation, the National Intel-
ligence Reform Act of 2004 establishes
the Privacy and Civil Liberties Over-
sight Board. I want to commend Sen-
ator COLLINS and Senator LIEBERMAN
for recognizing the importance of this
issue.

The 9/11 Commission has endorsed
the Collins-Lieberman Board. Commis-
sioners Slade Gorton and Richard Ben-
Veniste told the House Government
Reform Committee: ‘““A Board of the
kind we recommend can be found in the
Collins-Lieberman bill in the Senate.”

Some have claimed that establishing
this board will tilt the balance between
security and liberty too far in favor of
liberty. I disagree. As the 9/11 Commis-
sion said, ‘“The choice between security
and liberty is a false choice.” We can
be both safe and free.

Throughout American history, in
times of war, we have sacrificed liberty
in the name of security. Now, we are
being tested again. The creation of the
Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight
Board sends a clear message: This time
will be different. We will protect the
lives of the American people, but we
will also protect their liberty.

The board created by the Collins-Lie-
berman resolution is a vast improve-
ment over the President’s Board on
Safeguarding Americans’ Civil Lib-
erties, which the President recently
created by Executive order.

The President’s board is chaired by
the Deputy Attorney General and its
members will all be high-ranking Gov-
ernment officials, the vast majority of
them political appointees.

This board will not be independent
because its members are precisely
those officials who need independent
civil liberties advice. This is like let-
ting a baseball player call his own balls
and strikes.

I asked Commission Chair Tom Kean
about this. He said that, in the Com-
mission’s view, the civil liberties board
should have independent members from
outside the Government who can pro-
vide a ‘‘disinterested perspective.”

The Collins-Lieberman Board will
provide that ‘‘disinterested perspec-
tive.” The board will be appointed by
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